Recently Gervais published a paper on your journal 1 where he argues that several climatic data present a 60-year natural oscillation. The result is important because this natural oscillation needs to be taken into account to properly interpret climate change attributions such as to quantify the importance of natural variability versus anthropogenic effects (e.g., the climatic contribution of atmospheric CO 2 emissions) and validate the climate models used to project climate change for the 21st century.
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As Gervais correctly observes, numerous authors have noted a dominant 60-year oscillation in the climate system. The existence of a 60-year oscillation as well as of other natural oscillations at different scales was demonstrated to imply that the anthropogenic effects are currently overestimated. The exact physical origin of the climatic oscillations is still unclear, which is why the climate models do not reproduce them.
In particular, Gervais cites one of my papers, Ref. 2, in this sentence "This oscillation was shown 11 to be correlated to the motion of the sun with respect to the center of gravity of the solar system." Note that in his paper my Ref. 2 is listed as #11. However, here Gervais made a mistake. In Ref. 2, I made a careful empirical analysis of the solar contribution to global mean air surface temperature change, but I did not discuss the issue referring to the 60-year climatic oscillation nor of its likely astronomical origin. Very likely Gervais wanted to cite a different paper of mine, Ref. 3, where I extensively discussed the issue he is referring to.
Since 2010 I have updated my research. I think that the readers of your journal could be interested at least in Refs. 4 and 5, where I discuss the merits of the general circulation models versus a semi-empirical harmonic model based on astronomical cycles. This topic is indirectly linked to the content of the paper by Gervais. There I argue that at least 50% of the warming observed since 1850 could be attributed to a set of decadal, multi-decadal (20 and 60 year), secular and millennial natural oscillations.
References 6-8 demonstrate the existence of a quasi 60-year oscillation since 1350 in major climatic indexes such as in the GISP2 ice core record, in global and local reconstructions of sea levels, in the North Atlantic Oscillation, in the Pacific Decadal Oscillation (PDO), in the Altantic Multidecadal Oscillation (AMO) and in the Indian summer monsoon record. Reference 9 summarizes the hypothesis that the physical origin of the climate oscillations is rooted in the gravitational and electromagnetic oscillations of the solar system.
